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ABSTRACT 


JOINT  TASK  FORCE  COMMAND,  CONTROL,  COMMUNICATIONS:  HAVE  WE 
IMPROVED?  by  MAJ  Daniel  J.  Silbert,  USA,  55  pages. 


Today's  Joint  Task  Forr:e(JTF)  ComiTiander  is  the  sincle 
Lin  1 -formed  military  service  ccmmander  most  likely  to  De 
concerned  witir  prosecutinc  joint  military  operations  dcrinc 
the  decade  0+  trie  nineties.  His  ablility  to  successf  cl  1  / 
command  and  control  assigned  -forces  will  certainly  be  a  ke- 
-acto'’  Lr  detemncrq  the  OLitcome  o-f  any  such  future 
cpef  aticns.  tihal  are  the  JTF  commanders'  command  .  cent-  cl. 
a.' d  cemru.;:-,  i -cat !.  ons  ( C3  )  capat;  1 1  i  t .  es"^  Is  todav's  J'l'F 
corrimander  better  able  to  command  and  cont.rol  his  -force  t-ian 
thrae  wno  ecec-ited  jOi^it  operations  since  the  end  o-f  ';‘“:e 
Vietnam  war'n  Hase  previously  1  dent  1 -f  i  ec  C3  proolems  been 
-fi,.,ed  and  if  not,  why  not''  Will  riis  C3  capabilities  ce 


aioaquate'^’  Tine  p  ur  pose  o-f  th .  a  monograph  15  to  answer  tnese 
■ciLiest  1  on  s . 


-The  paper  begins  with  a  ^ew  basic  definitions  to  lay  t"e 
groundwork  for  the  discussion  of  joint  33  that  fellows.  It 
co'itinu.es  with  0  comparative  analysis  o-  33  at  the 
operational  le'-el  of  war  using  four  joint  combat  operations 
conducted  by  L'.S.  military  forces  since  the  end  o*  vietna-i. 

'"hese  operations  are:  l)The  1975  Mayaguez  Incident,  2;' ""he 
198ti  Iranian  Hostage  Resicue  Attempt,  3>The  1983  Grenada 
Invasion,  and  AjThe  1936  Libya  Raid,  Evidence  is  presented 
-from  periodicals,  books,  theses,  government  reports  and  J3S 
manuals.  Finally,  a  revi__ew  of  applicable  emerging  JTF  33 

doctrine  is  conducted.  -  - - 

The  paper  concludes  that:  1 > an  absence  of  operational 
level  thinking  e;-:isted  in  all  four  of  the  joint  operations 
examined;  2) the  JCS  deliberate  and  crisis  action  olanninc 
systems  are  no  SLibs  1. 1  tu.te  for  joint  planning  by  ope-^ational 
and  tactical  level  warfighters;  3^  the  noqi.iired  joint 
warfighting  doctrine  has  not  yet  been  written:  4)over-  line 
eleven  year  period  encompassed  by  the  four  joint  operatioriS 
cited,  the  satne  joint  33  problems  kept  reappearing;  5)t;he 
reappearing  problems  were  not  fixed  because  of  the  services 
refusal  to  accept  substantial  unification  below  the 
t.iri  L  f  i  ed /'Spec: j  f  j.  ed  command  level  and  the  absence  of  agqreeimen’: 

over  command  rel  at  1  oiishi  ps;  especially  ccu'.cer  n  1  ng  u.n  1  tv  iDf  - 

'..omicana;  h)tudav's  JTF  commander  has  somewfiat  better  joint  C3  ' 
capabilities-  than  the  commanders  who  conducted  the  four- 
examples;  and  7)taday's  JTF  commanders'  joint  33  capabilities 
are  still  inadequate.  The  paper  implies  that  the  creation  o-k 
i.irie  or  two  experimental  JTF's  would  provide  the  laborytor-.  :o  -jon, 

learn  aboi.it  joint  operations,  doctrine,  and  staffing  _ 

pp  n  i  I  :  r  0  i  f  *  n  >"  . 

_ _ _ 
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INTRODUCTION 


carrv  z<u.t  succeas-^ul  joint 


,::ic  ot 


z  z-  t''e  in  Lainbodia  ir  ’j  ■. e 


"  a. “  -cfri"'*  -^r'  1''  tsr'i  'Z a. '■  c*  j. "  o  Jiit-  a.' it  Lin  i  ^  ‘  and 

t:-. tad  ^  -  1  e(.!  tLi-nnia'- d  j;, .  ‘^n'ise  ~ea  ^quarter  s  anc  5za*-z  are 

-  n,;,-i  1  t,;;; -ac!  tv  nan/  watch  dogs.  Suit  what  zi  ths  Jci  't 

tasi  aorce '■  JTl^' "■  It  is  the  organizaticn  that  in  imany 
^■-enariov  iTinst  clan;  and  eneCLite  the  joint  operations  that 
w.li  detci'iTiL  -ie  milit<arv  success  or  fa.ilu.re.  iLhat  thei"  are 
the  ITF  c  jfT,,iiarider  1,  '  co.Timaric:  ,  control  ,  and  conoun  i  oat ..  on  s  '  C~ 
cap -^01!  .  ;  ec"'  Ts  he  better  able  to  command  and  oontrol  his 

'■or../  tcc  'V  ih,/r.  these  who  e/ecited  joint  co'erations  since 
the  end  ot  the  Vietnam  war'’  Have  previnusly  identitiea  C3 
problems  been  -fined  and  i -f  not,  why  not?  Will  his  C3 
capaL)  L  1  1  1 1  es  be  adequate'''  ?he  purpose  o-f  this  mcnocrao:'  is 
tr.i  ar-  iwer  it  ese  queeti  ins. 

'‘^ae  oaper  aegir  s  >ji  th  a  few  basic  dehinitio;n3  to  1  a\  to 
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that  -foil  QW3 


groundwor t:;  -for  the  discussion  o-f  joint  C3 
continues  ^^'th  a  comparative  analysis  o-f  C3  at  the 


•open  at  1  oral  1 

0V©1 

war  duiring  four 

joint  coiTibas 

oper 

conducted  bv 

'J.S.  mil 

ita.rv  forces  sin 

c  ©  t '  '  ■  ©  e  c  o 

'■v'  1  e 

■^hese  operati 

DPS  are: 

D'^he  197C  Maya 

guez  Incident 

«  — 

I'^SO  Irani  ar, 

Hostage 

n  e  sc e  "  1 1  emp  t  , 

3' "03  1^33  3- 

sro »—  z,  ~ 

pre-sentec  from  per  i  nri  i -ral  s  ,  boots,  treses,  □cve''r~,e-t 
■r<r-,c  3CS  mar;-.:.?  I  s .  Classified  afse;^  acsior  rercrts  .--e-'s 
studie:;  and  unclassified  cG‘-ticns  o-  these  '■esn-'t-  arg 
i-r-d  ,  -  1  n  1  V  ,  a  review  o-^  ap;:-!  :  caDl  e  e;ner  g ng  c~-  CC 

•i'actrir^  will  be  ;  tea  so  determine  if  it  is  wcr'-  a 

.-og-cal  SOM 1  ...H or-io  :.-r|  implications  will  *oll-w  tne 
?  n  A  i  y'  ti  1  s  • 

The  JT-  com.marder  i=  s'-:e  single  unifc-med  nilioar 
service  ccmmarCer  most  1 i -  el v  to  Pe  concerneo  wi t  i 
prosecuting  joi't  co-no-at  operat-cna  during  the  deoao'e 
nineties.  HlS  abilitv  to  successfully  ccmman  :  anc  son 
assigned  f  s-roes  -wi  '  1  oerta*nl  v  be  a  -ev  *actcr  se-e 

tne  outcome  of  any  such  -‘■L:ture  operaf  i  on.a. 

DEFINITIONS 


r  C  ©  ■  J '  “  iTt  ^ 

:  J  r  ;  -J©-- 

:  a  1  S  .  C  n  -a  will  f  s  r  .m  a 

n  ^  =  L  =  -  ^  -*j 

begin 

h  0  ^  ~  * 

S  1  S  . 

~he  foil  owl na  terms 

^  1  1  i  D  ©  C  0  1  ~ 

t '  ■'  ©  o 

•_!  f"  n  0  o 

b  1  -3 

s  t  u  -d  V  :  1  )  op  er  a  t  i  on  a  1 

1  ©  '-•  ©  1  e  .‘j  0  ^  , 

Z  j  c  . 

-■'t  •;j©r'c‘.  b 

]  O'  ‘  S-  . 

3'  .'sir.t  icmirnana ,  con; 

n  1  c  -  ^  '  >jn  - 

-- 

and  •^‘■jcurit  doct'^ire. 

1  _  L  _  1  _  '  i  _ 

1 'le  /nea  s-.  r- ,  Q  the  adecuac'^  o'  ' _ m-.  a 


establ .  ed . 

fhe  operational  level  ot  war  is  detined  >s: 

The  level  o-f  war  at  which  campaigns  and  major 
operations  are  planned,  conducted,  and  sustained 
to  accomplish  strategic  objectives  within 
theaters  or  areas  ot  operations.  Activities  at 
this  level  link  tactics  and  strategy  by  estab¬ 
lishing  operational  objectives  needed  to  accom¬ 
plish  the  strategic  objectives,  sequencing 
events  to  achieve  the  operational  objectives, 
initiating  actions,  and  applying  resources  to 
bring  about  and  sustain  these  events.  These 
activities  imply  a  broader  dimension  o-f  time  or 
space  than  do  tactics;  they  ensure  the  logistics 
and  administrative  support  o-f  tactical  -forces, 
and  provide  the  means  by  which  tactical  successes 
are  exploited  to  achieve  strategic  objectives.! 

Di-iSne  E.  Byrd  e;  plair'5  in  his  1^86  monograph  that 
major  function  o-^  the  operational  level  o-^  war  la  to  seove- 
'ractical  acti\ities  sc  that  they  combine  to  achis.e  fe  air 
o-f  'Strategy .  ”2  Joint  operations  are  "  .  .  .  oper  at  i  on  s  .  .  .  i  n 
which  elements  o-f  more  than  one  service  of  the  same  nation 
par  1 1  c  1  pa  t  e .  "  3  Joint  C3  is  "the  e:;ercise  of  authority  and 
direction  by  a  properly  designated  (joint)  commander  over- 
assigned  forces  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  mission' ,  and 
the  "method  or  rf,e=tns  of  corrveyinq  information  of  an,  )  inc 
from  one  person  or  place  to  another"4  that  the  commiarioer  an 
hi'a  staiff  use  to  ei.erc.se  this  authorit-,-.  Joint  doct-ine  i 
a  set  of: 

Fundamental  principles  that  guide  the  employment 
o-f  -forces  of  two  or  more  Services  of  the  same 
nation  in  coordinated  action  toward  a  common 
objective.  It  is  ratified  by  all  four  Services 
and  may  be  promulgated  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff .5 

Finally,  criterian  for  evaluating  an  adequate  C3  system  mui 
be  established.  According  to  FM  100-5  "Successful  strateg - 


achieves  national  and  alliance  political  aims  at  the  1 cwest 
possible  cost  in  lives  and  treasure, "6  It  also  states  that: 

The  ultimate  measure  o-f  command  and  control 
e-f -fecti  veness  is  whether  the  -force  -functions 
more  e-f -fecti  vel -/  and  more  quickl-/  than  the 
enemy. 7 

I  I:  is  logical  to  conclude  that  cri  te'-ian  -^or  csasuri^’Q  a  r.T- 
c.ctem  shcuir:  entertain  Doth  ct  -rnese  icea/A  -f'-C'C  Fi''"  :  -F'. 

There-^c-'a,  trns  paper  will  :orisicie>-  a  C3  s  vSteiii  c  be 
adequate  t  „t  does  both.  A  C3  system  faat  neec'le'-  tl  ■ 

S'  carce  r-u,  Tia-''  li'.es,  or  has  -oo  ten  1 1  a  1  to  do  sc.  e-.  s" 

thcugh  1  t  miy  all  ow  th.t-  forr>a  to  '•"UOCtlon  more  e-f  ec  1 1  nC  . 
a  d  'Tv:Tr-e  '  o'.  l  j  than  the  enm-ny  ,  !s  not  adequate. 

THE  HAYAGUE2  INCIDENT 

Have  been  -fired  upon  and  boarded  by  Cambodian 
armed  -forces  at  nine  degrees  48  minutes  north/ 

102  degrees  53  minutes  east.  Ship  is  being 
towed  to  unknown  Cambodian  port. 8 

This  Ma'/day  call  was  disoatched  Dv  the  S5  Havaquec  on  -.3 
Hay  IFTS,  received  bu  the  American  merchan  tman  '  s  r  eq  i  ■.■>.•1  a  1 
c-tice  :n  Ojaiarta,  Indonesia  and  pa-,sed  to  Nashincton 
thrriugh  ‘iJ .  3 .  Sta!:e  Depar  tinen  t  on-nnels.  The  Natio'-.ul 
Ml'  itary  ''omo'^rii.l  Center  was  informed  rt  Ouz  12  that  /“e 
H,-(,a(jne;  had  beer,: 

... -fired  on,  boarded,  and  seised  in  international 
waters  at  about  21  minutes  past  midnight,  12  Nay, 
while  traversing  a  standard  sealane  and  trade 
route. 9 

n-ver  tbe  ne-  t  four  da-ys  Fresident  Ford  would  consult  wi  _h  th-r 
National  Sec'jrit'y  Council  or.  fi;.ur  occasions.  His  e-f*trts  t: 
■free  the  crew  and  the  ship  wer  ^  initial  I  ,  co.-aducted  throLidh, 
r)  1  p 'i  oTi  a  t  1  i;  'ihannel  1.  ‘^'owe-.o'  ,  memories  0+  the  seiOLire  .af  loae 


4 


USS  Pueblo  by  North  Korea  in  1968  and  the  recent  U.S. 
withdrawal  -from  South  Vietnam  and  Cambodia  were  on  his  mind. 
He  was  conceri'  .J  about  i  nternati  onal  perceptions  o-f  'J,S. 
r  e?0'C:i  1  V  e  to  r  e-poriJ  to  provoo:".  ti  o:'. .  Accordi  ngl  ,  at  che  riffs' 
or  the  "IBC  fneetinqs  he  directed  the  Secretary  of  E'efense  tc 
deig'.  r  plan.'L;  q  possi.  ole  mill  tar/  contingencv  acticnr  j,-d  t a 
T.o.ememt  f  forces  ^nto  the  f’eater  o-  operations.  Cr  i -i  ’■■“a. 
at  1650  hours  he  directed  mi  1  i  ta*^'/  ope'^ations  to  begin,  with 
tine  o'n  j  sc  t  le  of  resouing  tine  crew  and  recoverir-ic  the  s'’,:,  n. 

THE  OPERATION 

The  rescue  operation  eventually  involved  a  hastily 
assembled  LOS.  joint  air — aea-1  arc  fores.  Ai-"  "o.ore  i.:ni-:  = 
i-ie'-e  assembled  -ram  Thailand,  Okinawa,  Ouam  ana  the 
Ph, i  pp  1  nes  i-'cluding  fighter,  reconnai  ssance  ,  special 
i.jper  a  1 1  ons ,  airlift,  support,  security  police,  and  rntarv 
wing  SCI' i.adr' ons  „  The  Navy  contributed  an  Orion  P-3  4  patrol 
nquadr'on,  the  escort  destroyer  USS  Holt,  the  guided  missile 
:le€itr  oyer  IJSS  Nil  son,  and  the  USS  Coral  Sea  Camier  Tasr 
Group.  ’"he  Nadine  Corps  provided  a  command  group  from  III 
■Ta'-i  e  Amphibious  ForcehNAF),  an  air  contingency  Pattalion 
Landing  team  I'BLT  2'9''  ,  and  a  reinforced  ri^le  company 
Lst  Ga 1  al  j.  on  ,  4th  riarine^a.  These  units  came  fnom  S'l-awa 
and  the  Ph i 1 1 i p i nes .  The  Army  provided  a  linguist,  a  U-2l 
airci'aft  and  crew,  and  a  rotary  wing  aviation  unit.  This 
joint  force  undertoo!  combat  operations  that  eventuail- 
'  nc 'JO  ver  aii  '"tio  35  Nay  agues  and  her  crew.  The  cost  in  ]  1  ^es 
and  ’  t  r*  n  asur  e "  was  fiiqh.  iJ.S.  casual ’.ties  tc^aled  15  !-  i  1  i  ac 
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i  n  act i on ( K I A ) 


,  23  non-battle  related  deaths,,  3  missing  in 
action (MIA)  and  presumed  dead,  and  50  wounded  in  octi  on (WI A;  . 
Four  helicopters  were  destroyed,  four  were  severely  damaqec 
and  si;;  received  minor  damage.  Six  -fixed  wing  aircraft  were 
also  damag;ad.  The  cost  of  the  action  in  dollars  is  estima'.ed 
by  ocurce  at  ti.S  million.  10 

C3  ANAL yS IS 

The  F'  1  a n 

The  plan  was  not  without  problems.  It  in'.cl.-ec;  tw-o 
separate  assault  forces,  one  to  seize  the  ship  and  iihs?  otnsr 
to  land  on  Kch  Tang  island  (see  map  1)  to  rescue  the  crew. 

A;--  F'drce  hel  ■. '-opd-.ers  woi.il  d  transport  a  I'ei  ri-o.-ce';:!  clatcc'n  of 
Marines,  an  e; : I  os  i  v  e  ordnance  team,  and  an  Arm--  liriguist 
from  an  Ainerican  base  at  U  Taphao,  Thailand  to  tire  'JSS  Hoi' 
located  near  r"oh  Tang  island.  The  USS  Holt  would  p'-.l  1  aio'g 
Side  the  Ma-yaguez  and  the  Marines  would  storm  aboard.  Tr.e 
second  asis-aul  t  force  of  some  180  Marines  would  lane  on  tnii 
Tang  island  to  secure  landing  zones  and  to  begin  clear  ing  the 
islari'l  and  searching  for  the  crew  of  the  Mavaguez.  "!"-e 
helicopters  would  then  return  to  U  Taphao  and  picx  '.ip  anothei- 
1  80-23f’  Mar  ines  to  reinforce  the  first  group  on  !■  oh  Taf'g. 
Additional  rei  nf  orcemients  could  bring  tlie  Marine  gr  ol.  nn  t,-, 
up  to  a  strength  of  about  1100  Marines  if  necessary.  The  ■toh 
Tang  assault  force  would  be  supported  with  naval  gur.  -ire  i-rd 
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Kompong  Sam,  the  Ream  Naval  Base  and  the  Ream  Ait^tield  to 
prevent  Cambodian  r  ei  nt  orcements  -from  reaching  Koh  Tang. 


Once  the  crew  had  been  located,  helicopte'^s  would  be  called 
in  to  tly  them  and  their  rescue  -force  to  safety  , 

The  mo'st  -si  gn  i i  cant  proolem  with  the  plan  was  that  it 
was  based  on  '  ittle  actual  knowledge  of  the  enem-.  situati  in 
I  wa'-  --St  i  m-L-ih;  eh  t:r.-ic  l.fiere  we'e  h>')— 20  '•■’hmer  Rcuge  =cj.  cis"'  = 
on  Koh  Tang  arcDed  witli  not'iing  more  than  small  a.-TiS- 
fact,  the  numbe'  was  c lo-ser  to  2o>l-.  Thev  were  arnec  wi  n 
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enemy  air  defe'nse  fires  to  their  controlling  headc:|uarf  er  s. 
r  i.irthernior  e ,  al  tnoi.^gn  the  objective  of  the  mission  was  the 
rescue  of  tlie  cew,  their  location  was  not  known.  It  was 
assumed  tfiat  koh  Tang  Island  was  a  likelv  place  for  the  crew 
to  be.  Put,  there  was  no  evidence  to  estab’,  i  sh  that  tne  c-  ew 
was  in  fact  there.  Because  the  crew  s  positive  location  was 
u.nknowi-i,  there  were  no  air"  and  naval  fires  in  support  c-  the 
a  i.  r  mtio  I  ■  e  oaersti'iin.  The\'  w.ere  placed  on  — call. 

Thie  plar  to  r-einfcrce  the  first  wave  cf  Narines  into  knoh 
Tang  island  was  also  deficient.  The  same  helicopters  that 
del  I. -/erer'  the  first  wave  of  Narines  to  hoh  Tang  were  to  be 
i.:se'J  to  fly  in  the  subsequent  rei  nf  orcerrients.  The  turn-a¬ 
round  time  from  koh  t.j,ng  to  U  Tapitao  and  bad  to  ton  Tang  was 
f  jijr  ar-(J  cine-i'ial  f  hic.'rs.  If  the  firot  wa'-e  ran  into  trouSole 
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it  would  be  a  long  wait  tor  reinforcements.  If  the 
helicopters  ran  into  problems  there  was  no  other  way  to 
'einforce,  resupply,  or  withdraw  the  ground  force.  The  fir 
Marines  ashore  would  be  left  to  fend  for  themselves. 

The  airstrikes  against  the  mainland  of  Cambodia  aocsa- 
to  have  had  little  military  si  gn  i  +  i  car-ce  .  There  waa  1  i ■  1  a 
;..i'.ance  that  an,  Co.miboc:  i  an  forces  were  capable  ‘  1  ..enc  i  n. 

the  action  at  ton  Tang.  "^hese  strifes  were  orce’-ed  by  the 
MCA  probably  for  political  "•ea.sons. 

It  is  unclear  how  the  whole  plan  was  put  toget'en. 
'y'arioui;  headTiuarters:-  were  invol'.'ed  in  the  planning  p'ocess 
with  ove-^all  responsibility  for  bringing  the  whole  plan 
together  lying  with  CINCF'AC  in  Hawaii.  The  III  MA~  conmanM-i 
group  (an  ad  hoc  group  consisting  of  five  Mar'ine  officers’ 
was  charged  with  the  planning  of  the  actual  assault  onase, 
but  was  not  r-esponsible  for  the  naval  or  air  force  port.Oins 
of  the  plan.  CLJinmander  USSAG/'TAF  was  involved  in  pianninc 
for  7AF  units  and  revi(?wed  and  aoproved  the  III  MAF  plan,  e. 
Cc.iiDesnon  23  was  responsible  for  navy  planning  for  a.ction-o 
l.he  USS  Holt  and  later  the  USS  Wilson,  The  LISS  Conal  res 
Task  Group  prepared  its  plans  and  submitted  them,  to  one 
Commander  "’th  Fleet  for  .approval.  Titus,  the  place  wnore  "-h 
plans  finally  came  together  under  a  truly  unified  commander 
was  in,  Hawaii.  No  single  commander  closer  to  the  scene  + 
the  action  had  authiori  ty  for  planriing  the  entire  ooerati.jn. 
Command  and  Control 

The  command  and  control  arrangements  for  thi  s  large. 
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complicated,  and  very  "joint"  operation  were  -faulty.  The 
chain  o-f  command  at  the  national  level  was  clear.  Fi^om  the 
National  Command  Avithor  i  ty  (NCA)  orders  went  to  CINCP'fiC  w-c. 
had  Lini-fied  command  o-f  the  Na-v-y's  Seventh  Fleet  a-o  F'^cxV-ic 
Fleet  Marine  Fij^'ces,  the  Paci-fic  Air  Forces,  af^d  cne  L'.S. 
Su.ppor-t  A  t  i  .  i,  t !  es  bf'ou.p  MjSSAG  )  en  t^■!  Air  Force.  -e 

t'  .e  L.ha;.  r  conmand  became  cloudy.  CINCF'AC  hac  c-.-erall 

planning  and  operational  r  esponsi  b  i  1  i  t  y .  He  ere-’cised 
control  of  tf>e  operation  through  CINCF'AC  FlT  and  “'th  eet 
for  the  Navy  and  through  United  States  Support  Activities 
■3rcup '’US3AG) /Tth  Air  Force  iAF;  at  -Nakhom  F'henom  RTAFB. 
Thailar.d  for-  the  Air  Force.  CINCF'AC  had  to  ccordinate  the 
r  el  at  j,  onsh  i  ps  between  Suam-and  Thai -stati  oned  Air  Force 
units,  Ok  i  nawa-and  Philippines-stationed  Air  Force  i-ii-it'S  and 
the  naval  ships  located  in  the  Western  F'acific.  Lieutenant 
General  uohn  J.  Burns,  the  commander  of  USBAG/Tth  AF  w^as 
designated  tite  on  — scene  commander .  Marine  Colonel  John  M. 
Joiinson  was  appointed  the  commander  of  the  III  MAF  cr-Qund 
as'sault  forces.  The  Navy  commander  was  Captain  D.  F' .  F'aare. 
Commander  Destroyer  Squadr'on  23(ComDesRon  23)  embarked  a.bca.rc 
the  iJSS  Holt.  11 

The  effect  of  this  command  arrangement  was  to  put  nobodv 
in  overall  command  at  the  scene  of  the  action,  Koh  Tang 
I '-si  and.  The  commander  who  was  designated  as  the  "on  scer-.e" 
commander  was  located  in  his  headquarters  at  Nalhom  Fhenom  in 
Thiailand.  The  ground  *orce  commander  was  located  1^5  miles 
from  Koh  Tang  at  U  Taphao,  Thailand.  The  commander  USSAG 
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exercised  operational  control  o-f  the  Marine  tcrces  and  USAF 
tactical  aircra-ft  through  its  airborne  mission  commander  < AMC ' 
located  FO  miles  -from  Koh  Tang  in  an  Airborne  Battlefield 
Command  arid  Control  Center  < AE-CCC )  .  ComDesRon  23  e;:er'cieed 
command  of  surface  naval  forces  from  the  USS  Holt. 

Appar  aid..  1  y  command  of  naval  avi.atian  units  reimainac  wi  tn 
their  parant  organization;  USS  Coral  Sea  Air  ar  Na»ai 

Patrol  Squa.drian  4  at  Cubi  Point  Naval  Air  Station  in  the 
Philippines.  A  Joint  Tasf  Force  was  not  activated.  ‘^-us. 
airspace  and  fires  were  "lever  controlled  by  a.  single,  clear.',  . 
d es i g n  a  t  ed  c  omman d er . 

Commun  i,  cat  i  cns 

Communications  between  the  varicus  head qua.r ter s  w.-as 
provided  bv  dedicated  secure  voice  and  teletype  circuits.  A 
secure  conference  line  kept  the  National  Military  Commsind 
Center  in  continuous  contact  with  each  level  of  command  down 
to  the  on-scene  commander.  HF  radio  linked  the  ABCCC  and 
USSAG/7AF.  However,  there  were  complaints  by  several 
commanders  that  there  were  rot  enough  seciirs  lines  availacie 
to  the  tactical  level  planners  and  that  the  ones  that  were 
available  were  often  poorly  positioned.  Compat i b i 1 i t v 
radios  between  Navy  tactical  aircraft  and  Marine  gran'-.:,  units 
was  a  problem.  Navy  aircraft  used  UHF  radios  and  Marine 
ground  units  relied  primariiy  on  VHF  radios.  The  BL~  'lid 
carry  orie  L.'HF  radio  to  control  Navy  •:  1  ose  air  support  striies 
but  it  wa<3  lost  when  the  first  helicopter  was  snot  down 
diiring  I  he  Jnl.tial  insertion.  Secure  radio  equipment  at  t.'s 
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tactical  unit  level  was  almost  non-existent.  In  sum  it  would 
appear  that  vertical  communications  was  at  least  adequate, 
but  lateral  communications,  especially  between  units  -from 
dit-ferent  service  components  was  sketchy  at  Dest.  Face  to 
-Face  meetings  between  key  commanders  took  place  rarely  i*  at 
al 1 .  12 

THE  IRANIAN  HOSTAGE  RESCUE  ATTEMPT 

In  November  1979  the  American  Embassy  in  Tehran  was 
seized  by  a  group  c-f  Iranian  Revolutionary  Guar.os.  ^nese 
religious  -Fanatics  took  the  embassy  sta-Ft  hostage  in  detiancs 
o-F  i  nternat  i  onal  law.  President  Carter  was  deterrmred  to  ust; 
diplomak.ic  means  to  gain  the  sa-^e  retu"*n  o-F  the  Amerioan 
dipl‘3mats,  but  he  recognized  that  military  -Force  i-rign-.  ce 
eventually  necessary.  Shortly  after  the  embassy  was  seized 
he  directed  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  begin  preparation  of 
military  contingency  plans. 

THE  OPERATION 

The  JCS  did  not  initially  consider  a,  rescue  operation  oc 
be  feasible.  Tehran  was  located  too  far  inside  the  Iranian 
border.  Any  (--escue  force  would  have  to  penetrate  Iranian 
airspace,  tjy  some  950  miles  to  Tehran ,  land  ,  overpower  tne 
guards  and  than  make  good  their  escape.  If  the  element  of 
surprise  was  lost  the  mission  would  most  certainly  fail.  No 
single  service  !nad  the  capability  to  undertake  the  m.ission 
and  there  was  no  organized  joint  military  force  prepared  t-o 
conduct  such  an  operation.  However,  as  the  weeks  went  by 
thtnijs  began  to  fall  into  place.  An  ad  hoc  Joint  Task 


Force(JTF)  was  -formed.  The  necessary  intelligence  was 
gathered,  a  plan  was  developed  and  the  rescue  force  trained 
“he  JTF  was  eventually  assigned  tactical  units  froiTi  all  fou 
services.  The  Army  contribution  was  a  counter-terror :  st  uri 
named  DFLTA,  and  a  contingent  of  Rangers.  The  Air  ^orce 
provided  a.  special  operations  squadron  ,  tactical  a^'d 
atratagic  ai  lift  .<nd  tanker  -siioport.  "^he  N-av'.-  prcvioec 
helicopters  from  Helicopter  Mi  ne-Counter  measur  es  Sci.iac'on  1 
and  helicopter  pilots.  “he  tSS  Coral  Sea,  US3  Nimip;  jr-.n 
their  supporting  battle  group  would  be  "tr  Support  0f'‘  •‘■fs 
JTF.  Marine  Corps  helicopter  pilots  e'.entual  1  y  replaced  no 
of  the  Navy  pilots  initiall-y  assigned.  By  April  the  JCS  fe 
good  enough  about  the  plan  to  appro'/e  M;  and  rg-Qniniend  to  t 
President  that  it  be  conducted.  At  16:57  hours  (Easte-n 
Standard  Time)  on  the  24th  of  April  I'^BO  F'resident  Carter 
aborted  tne  ir.i35l.cn.  He  had  been  informed  that  there  were 
not  enough  flya.ble  helicopters  to  icontinue.  During  the 
withdrawal  a  helicopter  collided  with  a  C-130.  The  cost  in 
lives  was  eight.  The  cost  in  "treasure"  was  that  of  at  lea 
seven  helicopters  left  in  Iran.  The  cost  in  e.mbar  assmen  t , 
humiliation  and  propaganda  was  immense. 

^  ANALYSIS 

The  FT  an 

The  rescue  plan  called  for  the  ground  assault  force  tc 
be  transported  bv  C-130  aircraft  from  Egypt  to  Oman  and  tha 
to  a  desert  landing  site,  code  named  Desert  One,  some  SAii' 
mile<-  inside  Iran  ' sgg  Map  2).  Eight  PH-53D  Sea  Stallion 
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helicopters  would  launch  -frorii  the  USS  Nimitz  in  the  Persian 
Gul-f  and  rendezvous  with  the  assault  -force  in  the  desert. 

The  helicopters  would  re-fuel  -from  "blivets"  carried  to  Dese^'t 
hr  e  oy  three  o-^  the  C— 13G  aircra-?c,  taie  the  assault  -fores 
aboara  and  coritinus  or  to  a  second  landing  site  named  E'esert 
Art  ad--r*r>rre  oartv'  nad  beer,  i  - ;  1  c  r  atea  into  "enrar  's 
Gaus  ah.er.d  Q-f  v.  i  me .  Tembers  o-f  tins  tear  were  tu  '.^eo  '  e 

asea'/l  t  *o'  oe  at  Desert  Two  and  c.r- ovi.de  tne  t.o 

transport  the.r  -from  Lheir  daytime  hide  site,  abo.i-.r  lot  miles 
ijutsii.le  ■^ehrar,  to  the  e.-nbassv.  '"he  -^orce  wC'L'ld  assaulo  ne 
eo,  1;:  ass 'y  .c  omo  cu.'i  id  and  tne  Poreian  A-f  fairs  Niriot--  b'.' i c  .  ng  , 
■le'.  tf-  a'  Lee  the  .dua.''cs  an.rJ  -fra-;?  the  "c.stacee.  Ths  helioopts-'s 
would  then  be  called  in  to  e  ..tract  the  -f.-eed  hcstaces  ano 
their  r.sscuer5.  Teanwhile  .t  -f.orce  o-f  Rangers  wculc  seize  an 
ai -strip  at  Mannariyeh  -ab.out  thirty--five  miles  -f,-.nh  ■"eh'-ran. 
The  nel  i  O'Opters  would  fly  to  Manzari-en  where  the  wncle  f.oroe 
would  be  -flown  out  .of  Ira.n  by  C-141  transports.  Tne 
ope-ation  wai_,ld  be  supported  by  AC— 130H  qu.nshios  and  o.ove-e<c 
b naval  aviation  launched  from  the  'JS3  .Coral  3ea  and  t-e  b3  = 
rb  mi tz  . 

■^ha  pier,  has  been  se/erelv  or'Ltidized  b'-  one  n.-ess  an.:, 
,T.ai“i  .  oth.er  wri'tei-s.  "^be  Holloway  Cc.mmissiG.n  was  less  s.avere 
in  its  report,  but  it  too  foun.d  faults.  "A  larger  heliccpter 
force  and  better  provisions  for  weathe-  penetra^-ion  wO'L.id 
h.ive  in.i-eased  the  probability  of  'Tussi.on  success.  "  13  Ether 
weaknesses  in  the  plan  included  the  selection  of  the  Desert 
Or. a  aite  w.-ijch  was  t.oo  close  to  a  -oad;  lack  o-f  alternate 
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communications  plans;  the  selection  ot  Marine  pilots  to  t 1 y 
type  o-f  mission  -for  which  they  were  not  trained;  and  a  poor 
plan  for  destroying  the  helicopters  that  were  left  behind. 
Command  and  Control 

The  Holloway  Commission  was  most  critical  of  the  corriman 

and  control  arrangements. 

Command  and  control  was  excellent  at  the  upper 
echelons,  but  became  more  tenuous  and  fragile 
at  intermediate  levels.  Command  relationships 
below  CQMJTF  were  not  clearly  emphasised  in 
some  cases  and  were  susceptible  to  misunder¬ 
standings  under  pressure, 14 

Ths  Holloway  Commission  strongly  felt  that  the  decision  tc 
form  an  ad  hcc  JTF,  rather  than  use  an  evisting  JCS  Ccricepr 
F'l  an  (CCMPLAN)  ,  disrupted  urr.i.  tv  of  command  anc  conesi  .e 
effort;  thus,  aggravating  the  organ i z at i on ' s  command  and 
control.  Dthier  command  and  control  issues  includec  tn©  C2 
arrangementa  at  Desert  One  where  there  were  problem^ 
iclentifying  wrio  was  in  charne.  Col  Charlie  Beckwitn  (USA) 
was  ifi  command  of  thf^  ground  assault  force.  Col  Jaimes  Hv'l^ 
''LiSAr'  was  in  command  of  the  C— 130  aircraft  and  was 
designated  as  "On  Scene"  commander.  LTC  Edward  R.  Seiffert 
(l!SMC  >  was  helicopter  flight  commander.  All  were  reporting 
directly  to  COMJTF,  Major  General  James  B.  Vau.qnt  iiJSA'i  .  who 
was  located  at  his  command  post  in  Egypt.  The  command 
structure  during  the  preparation  phases  had  been  blurred 
fttrther  with  the  assignment  of  MG  Philip  G.  Gast  (USAF)  as  a. 
consultant  for  flight  crew  training.  Marine  Col  Charles  h. 
Pitman  was  also  assigned  to  "looF  after"  helicopter  crew 
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ti-aining  and  became  the  "de  -facto"  commander  o-f  helicopters. 
Both  o-f-ficers  were  appoi  n  ted  as  o-f  t  i  c  i  al  members  o-f  the  JTF 
just  days  prior  to  the  missior;  being  e';ecuted;  MG  Gast  as  z'- ^ 
Depui.  Cammande“  and  Col  Pitman  as  the  Deputy  Comma^-de 

■JT'^  -f  d-'  Pel  :.coptei-'s,  MG  Gast  was  promoted  to  LTG  p^ior  to 

t'“e  m  ss  :  jo  a.id-  tie  t.  ■  c<  1  1 OLitf-arn;ec  CCMJTF  duf"i  'o 

^.1  ’.P  '  :  '.'O, 

Cp;  =  '‘' ’  on-r=.  j  Security  voF’SEC-  n^.d  dee'  ree.^i,;.y  ei'nz  "■  ae  i  z  ec 
vf'roughGut  tho  olanrang  and  trairing  o-f  the  miss-,  or  anc  i  ■ 
too  would  create  control  prcDlems  during  e:- ec  u.t  i  on  .  'J'SED 
con  SI  d0r  a  1 1  ons  would  not  allow  a  -‘^ull  dress  rehears  al  c*  -.-is 
ai"  -.iti-'is  a.t  Desert  One.  CF'SEC  was  th^  r  aticna’  e  *ho  -  “'Cn 
letting  wea  t  h  er  men  brief  tno  helicopter  pilots.  D'^'DFD  -as 
the  '-aascn  that  the  helicopter  pilots  did  not  recognise  Del 
Eeul  w,  t!',  or  Col  r-.yle  at  Desert  One.  In  -Pact  DF'GEG  seemad  op. 
be  the  dcminant  consideration  in  rriosit  JT'n  decisiCM-'S. 

Commun  i.  cat  i  ons 

Communications  -from  the  tJCA  to  CGMJTF  were  adequate. 
Secure  voice  links  were  continual  ly  available.  Ver-tioal 
cammun  1  cat  1  ens  within  the  JTF  were  also  adequoite.  SATCCM  was 
the  primary  means.  Lateral  commun  i  o  at  i  on  s  withi-  the 
raljracl  p-imarily'  cn  SATCCM  and  when  used  appeared  to  wer 
ver-y  well.  Due  to  GF'SEC  concerns  other  lateral  means  cF 
communication  were  not  planned.  The  helicopters  were  not 
allowed  to  communicate  between  themselves  or  with  Desert  Gr-.a. 
The  hel  .sop  ter  -flight  commander  had  to  contact  Eq-pt  with 
GATCGM  n.G  ‘‘ind  out  what  the  weather  stat'js  >ja  .i  at  Desert  Cne. 
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The  ground  security  -force  at  Desert  One  could  not  talk 
directly  to  the  aircra-ft  sitting  on  the  ground  via  radio  du 
to  incompatible  equipment.  There  were  some  complaints  abou 
net  having  enough  secure  voice  and  data  links  between  units 
and  intelligence  centers  during  the  preparation  phase  in 
CDNUS. 15 

The  mission  is  best  summar  i  z  ed  with  the  -t-ol  lowing  gl  o-^ 
■from  LTC  Williarri  M.  Steele  s  1984  National  War  C'Cliece  -case 
study : 

...the  decision  not  to  use  an  existing  JTF, 

■failure  -for  independent  plans  review,  and  the 
ad  hoc  nature  o-f  the  JTF  planning  process, 
training  management  and  command  and  control 
unnecessarily  complicated  an  already  complex 
plan. 16 

THE  GRENADA  INVASION 

By  the  late  summer  o-f  1983  the  Provisional  Revel  u.ci  cna 
Government  <PRG)  of  Grenada  was  split  between  two  groups. 
One  group  was  led  by  the  Prime  Minister  Maurice  Bishop  and 
the  oti'ier  by  the  Cieput/  Prime  Minister  Bernard  Board.  On  1 
October  19G3  Board  with  the  assistance  ot  the  People's 
Revolutionary  Army  (FRA'  placed  Bishop  under  hourse  arrest. 
This  acti.cn  catised  general  -strikes  and  unrest  throughout  tn 
island  and  led  to  a  move  by  the  people  that  secui-ed  the 
release  o-f  Bishop  'sn  'r.he  19th  o-t  October.  The  PRA  t'.g  ved 
immediately  to  re-arrest  Bishop  and  in  the  process  fired  on 
crowij  of  ci'vij  Laos.  A  short  while  later  Bishop  and  seven  c 
his  suppor-ters  were  put  to  death.  A  24  hour  curPew  was 
imposed  with,  nati.ee  that  violatero  would  be  shot  on  sight. 

The  United  State-s  government  had  been  monitoring  these 
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developments  and  was  concerned  for  the  safety  of  American 

citizens  on  the  island.  Most  were  students  at  the  St. 

George's  University  Medical  School.  In  his  announcement  t 

the  world  on  25  October  President  Reagan  explained  that  th 

were  other  reasons  for  militarv  intervention  as  well: 

...of  overriding  importance,  to  protect  innocent 
1 i ves , . . . Amer i cans  whose  personal  safety  is  my 
paramount  concern ...  Second ,  to  forestall  further 
chaos... And  third,  to  assist  in  the  restoration 
of  conditions  of  law  and  order  of  governmental 
institutions  to  the  island  of  Grenada. .. 17 

THE  OPERATION 

Initially  conceived  b v  the  JCS  as  a  non-combat a-t 
evacuation  the;  mission  quic'-lv  changed  when  the  ‘■iCd  erlart: 
the  scope  of  the  mi  isn._.n  to  include  "a  neutr a  1  i  at  o-- 
Grenadian  arimy  and  militia.  "18  This  made  a  single  se^-ice 
action  by  the  Na  vy  questionable.  Additional  forces  ‘aioi.iIc 
required  to  provide  the  desired  force  ratio  and  special 
capabilities  to  ensure  success  of  the  operation.  Thus,  a 
joint  operation  was  planned.  The  Ar.nv  contriou.ted  Delta 
Force,  two  Ranger  battalions,  TF  160,  other  elements  cr  th 
1st  Gpecial  Operations  Oommand  ( SGCOM ;  arid  elerr.ents  of  the 
32nd  Airborne  D  i.  v  i  s  i  on  •:  Abn  DiVj  .  The  Ain  Force  ccntrihijte 
taotioc,..!  ar’iiJ  strategic  airlift,  tactical  fiihte'-^  stu'-port. 
Ist  Special  Operations  WingiSOW)  ,  and  tanker  support.  Th.e 
Navy  contributed  Task  Force  124,  consisting  of  the  helicoo 
carrier  USE.  Guam  and  four'  landing  ships  of  Amphibious 
S'.quai.h'an  Four  'PHTEiRON  FOUR)  ;  and  the  USS  Independence 
Carrier  Battle  Groijp.  The  Marine  Corpc  added  the  22nd  MAU 
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embarked  aboard  PHIBRON  FOUR  which  consisted  c-f  a  Battalion 
Landing  Team  2/8,  Marine  Medium  Helicopter  Squadron  261 fHMM- 
261),  and  MAL  Service  Support  Group  22(MSSG  22;. 

A  token  +or'ce  -from  the  Caribbean  Peacekeeping  Force 
(CF'F)  actually  made  this  a  combined  operation  as  well.  Some 
2o'''  mu,  1  1  t  ar  y  and  police  personnel  trom  Jamaica  and  Earba.acs 
e'/eru.Lial  1  /  par  "  icipated. 

jOv’t  -f'crce  SL;c  1  es  s  /  u  1  1 Completed  its  mission  c.: 
the  cost  was  not  cheap.  L.G.  cas'calties  inciudec  IF  ceac. 

115  wIA,  amr]  28  nonlic.'St  i  1  e  in  jerries.  ^cur  nelicoptera  we'e 
'JeetmQygd,  ore  was  lightl  r'  damaoed,  and  tou^  m.ore  wer.^ 

:-e  ver  el  ,  d  amaged  .  1  9 

C3  ANALYSIS 

Th- e  F’  1  an 

The  plan  en.isicned  si  mul  taneou  5  assaults  cm  r■ct^  o-  p-e 
islands  airfields  (see  Map  2'.  ""he  Marine  BL'  wc.  1  d  acsa.l*. 
the  “earls  ai  'oort  and  Grsri.il  le  area  on  the  r,crt,h  emg  --  cme 
island  while  the  anger  battalions  wou.ld  assault  tne  'ci-o 
E<--'i,'iec  ;  r  lor  t  on  ti.e  sC',,th  er.;.'  c“  t“e  island.  ‘''ost  e"em'. 

pcsi  ticno  and  the  r_^r  mown  Ameri  can  studenc  iocatior-s  we'‘s 
:i>  t:,e  sect  -  end  or  the  island,  but  beth  air-fie;o=  needed  t: 

-I  ■  c  p  ^  ■  Mr  v'  -if  ’  ’  ’ .  1  ■  T  c  0  '•'*  0  r  c  ©  -  w  ‘  ^  dv  r  I'  r  .“1 0  ^  . 

F  €- i  r  +  or  cemem  t  :•  •f'l'm  the  S2nd  Airporne  Division  would  air  land 
at  Point  Salines  once  the  airfield  was  controlled  b v  tne 
Fa  -gen  ,a:,.saii’t  tnr_-e.  The  Marine  -force  would  clear  t'-e 
nentmemr,  hal-'-  of  the  island  and  the  Armv  force  would  clear 
t  e  scut  hem  i'  lal-^  of  che  island  and  evacuate  the  stL,dent:. 
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The  Marine  -force  prepared  to  conduct  a  combination  amphibious 
and  airmobile  operation.  The  Army  -force  prepared  to  conduct 
an  airborne  and/or  airland  operation.  F'rior  to  the  (T.ain 
assai.ilt  being  conducted  severs’  special  operations  '-ould  pe 
per-f  arfne' 1  by  a  comb  i  nat  i  or  c-f  Arm-y,  Air  Force,  and  Naw 
special  ocerations  teams,  the.  included  coerat.ons  to 
a;-  :  -  '  Js  ■■■ecor  c  econnai  ^sanre  ,  '■  o  teoure  the  Fr.inr  5o]  ,  -e-; 

■-■virdiald,  evacuate  the  Gover-nor  Gerieral  ,  destro,  tl'e?  na  iio 
Free  Fr  ,'-K;..!a  tr  ansmi  t  te'  ,  and  take  control  o-f  the  islanc  'e 
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hcctfirie  Coi.imaind  Assessment  study  -found: 

Military  planners  concentrated  on  objectives  -for 
the  assault  units  but  gave  little  thought  to  what 
military  -forces  would,  or  should,  do  a-fter  the 
coup  de  main,  much  less  how  they  would  help  restore 
democratic  government  in  Grenada.  Despite  the 
political  importance  o-f  the  Caribbean  Pea  ekeeping 
Force(CPF)  in  lending  legitimacy  to  the  invasion, 
planning  -for  its  employment  and  control  was 
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superf i ci al . . .20 


The  study  also  -found  that  planners  had  neglected  other 
"politically  e;;plasive"  issues  such  as  pyschcol  og  i  ca  1 
operations,  ci.vil  a-f-fairs,  ;jrieorier  o-f  war  operaf.ians, 
re-fugee  operai:!  ons ,  and  what  to  do  with  Soviet  bloc 
cl  :i  p  I  ofiia  t.  ~  . 

Pq. ,niii ^1 1 1 1 1  a.  I ij  C i ;  t  r  r  1 

Poor  plana  and  a  lack  o-f  preparation  time  ensureO  ::nat 
command  ana  control  o-f  the  operation  would  ‘ae  flawed. 
Commander  j-f  J.3.  Atlantic  Command  ILANTCOti)  ,  Admiral  'weslev 
MacDonald  chose  riot  to  implement  an  existing  CCNPLAh  or  t  :■ 
use  the  ail  st;.  ng  7TF  in  th-a  Caribbean.  Cn  23  Cctober,  i 
ifiitial  operation  order',  he  o-i-f  i  ci  al  1  >  appointed  t'lce  A  j;  it,  i 
Josecih  Metcal -f  III,  Coinmander  Second  Fleet,  as  COMJTF  12'). 
This  gaae  Admiral  Metcalf  less  than  48  hours  to  put  togetns' 
a  staff,  prod'jce  a  plan,  and  get  to  the  area  o-f  operations. 
Not  surprisinglv  this  was  an  impossible  tasl-  .  He  had  been 
closely  i.  nvol'.-ed  ■.  n  the  LANTCOM  planning  process  and  u  ■, 
de-fault  would  not  have  time  to  do  much  but  e;:cept  the  LAMfCCM 
plan,,  His  staff  had  little  joiiit  r'epresentati  on .  It 
■-Van  Si  s  i:  ed  almc.st  entirely  of  naval  and  Marine  officer;:  from 
hie  -itaf  f  ci-f  Second  Fleet  S'.nd  LANTCOM  with  a.  tol-  en  Ai  -  n,  ^ 
officer-  and  no  Army  personnel  at  all.  The  Army  rusheri  MG 
Norman  Schwar  .zl-iupf  to  Nor-folk  to  become  the  Deput/  Commander 
of  JTF  12C).  Likewise  liaison  o-fficers  from  Fleet  Marine 
Force  At  1 -an  ti  c ‘'FMFLANT)  ,  Military  Airlift  Command  i  MAC , 

SOiCOM,  32nd  Abn  Div,  the  Panger  battalions,  ana  the  22nC  MAU 


were  hastily  added. 

No  single  ground  commander  nor  u.ni-fied  air  componen--; 
commander  were  appointed.  Thus,  control  and  coordi nati on 
ashore  and  in  t^e  air  was  inadequate  esoecially  in  the  areaa 
ot  airspace  management .  intelligence  collection  and 
c!  sseminat  i  ori  ,  r;ne  .lortnol  .ai'‘,  proL-rd,  navai  ■  ,  mareLi.er' 
=■•  id  -,:on.iiun  i,  ca  ;  L  ons  .  Adinira.i  Netcal-'^  's  cci"fr  anc  c  l  s.  : 

TF  121  S2r'd  abn  Di  v)  ,  J'^F  1,23  '-tne  Joint  ncecial 

□  pera.tions  Command  t  ,  and  TP  124  (the  Amphi  Pious  FcL  sdrcr  arc 
22nd  NAIJ)  .21  there  were  et  t  ec  1 1  vel ttrae  separate  ccmmanpe 
controlling  forces  asncre;  JtF  123,  TF  124.2,  anc  ’^■-121- 
Aircraft  -from  several  dirterent  commands  were  cpe>"at  '  rc  .-po.' 
2ni=-iada;  Naval  aviation  +rc-m  the  USS  IndepenCence  .  ''^a-'i'a 

rotary  wing  aviation  +rom  the  US3  Guam,  Air  Porce  and  .-.--ti 
Spiecial  Operat  .cns  Commar'd  aincr-tt  both  rotary  l  "  g  and 
tilted  wing')  ,  and  eventually  Army  rotary  wing  a.iaticr  f--cn 
p'oint  Salines  air-<^ield.  The  TF.'ADOC  assessment  concluded 

^  s  -a  !  • 

The  command  structure  -for  Urgent  Fury  violated 
...  the  principle  o-f  unity  of  command ...  Desp  i  te 
compelling  reasons  to  designate  a  single  ground 
forces  commander,  CINCLANT  and  CJTF  120  main¬ 
tained  a  system  better  designed  to  keep  Service 
forces  separate  than  to  enable  them  to  work  to¬ 
gether;  combat  operations  were  hampered  accord¬ 
ingly. 22 

Commun i c  at i on  s 

Poor  communications  was  the  hal  1  mar  k:  o-f  Operation  Jr  gen 
Fur-y,  Commun  1  cat  i  ons  between  the  NCA,  LANTCOM,  and  the  ■J'^~ 
as  usual  were  p-etty  good.  Although  there  are  report;  that 
JTF  12'!) 's  fac’,  1  i  1 1  es  became  ovei-1  oaded .  Vertical  anc  l-'tera 
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communications  within  the  JTF  were  poor.  SATCOM  had  to  be 


relied  upon  and  was  quickly  overloaded.  Alternate  means  o-F 

communications  were  not  planned.  They  were  simply  assumed  t 

be  available.  The  Army  ground  -forces  initially  had  no  means 

of  receiving  hardcopy  record  traffic.  The  Rangers  die'  not 

normally  have  that  capability  and  ttie  82r.d  left  tneii^ 

equipf'ent  at  Ft.  Bragg;  a  coriscious  decision  or  thei-  part  t 

lighten  their  load.  JTF  120  never  bothered  to  chec;-.:  to  see 

if  message  traffic  was  being  received  by  anyone  on  che  islan 

and,  thus,  firm  control  was  never  established.  Equipment 

interoperability  was  a  big  problem.  Army  tactical  -  .-d  '  oh 

would  not  net.  with  Navy  radios.  'Berrnun  i  cat  i  on  s  security 

equipment  was  not  compatible  between  different  ser  -v.  cee , 

Common  operating  procedures  and  call  sign  and  frequency 

management  were  all  difficult  problems  to  solve  in  a 

conference  room.  They  were  impo-ssible  to  solve  in  the  middl 

of  comb  at.  23  "'"he  TRADOC  assessment  concluded  that: 

Communications  problems  hampered  coordination 
and  control  of  joint  forces.  In  part,  the 
problems  were  technical  in  nature;  equipment 
was  not  compatible  or  was  unsatisfactory.  The 
larger  communication  problem  in  URGENT  FURY  was 
a  failure  of  command.  Neither  CINCLANT  nor  CJTF 
120  established  adequate  communications  for  the 
force.  Poor  planning  and  incomplete  liaison 
heightened  combat  risk  associated  with  linkup  of 
joint  forces. 24 

THE  LIBYA  RAID 


A  U.S.  right-to~navigation  exercise  that  brought 
together  three  aircraft  carriers  and  32  other 
ships  and  triggered  16  hours  of  violent  confron¬ 
tations  with  Libya  ended  quietly... 25 

Thi'i  naval  exercise  in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  at  the  end  of 


March  1986  had  seen  some  short  but  intense  combat.  Libya 
lost  at  least  two  patrol  boats  armed  with  su.r-f ace-to-sur-f ace 
missiles.  Fi-fty-si;-;  Libyans  were  killed  and  Libya's  onlv  SA- 
5  sur-face  to  air  inissile  battery  was  taken  out  o-f  action. 
Libya's  leader.  Col  Mu.a.mar  Qaddat  i  ,  was  mad  but  he  knew  he 
did  not  have  tiie  'nilitary  muscle  to  go  toe— to  — toe  witn  -J-e 
'..1.3.  3i;:tii  Fleet.  'He  tleci.  ded  to  use  another  weaoo'. ,  e 

U.S.  had  been  monitoring  Qadda-Fi  's  support,  ■funding,  and 
irairiing  o-f  terror  ism  -for  years.  Obtaining  proo-F  that  t- a  nad 
been  directly  responsible  in  any  o-f  the  recent  i  nternat  i  or  ?  1 
terrorist  attacks  was  a  di-f-ficult  task.  Witn  assistance  *rom 
a  British  electronic  listening  post  in  Berlin,  President 
Reagan  was  provided  the  "smoking  gun"  that  he  needed.  On  5 
April  a  bomb  went  o-f-f  in  a  Berlin  disco  that  was  -frequented 
by  Ameri-an  servicemen.  An  American  soldier  was  k i 1 l eg  and 
others  were  injured. 

Evidence  implicating  Libya  consisted  o-f  communi¬ 
cations  between  Tripoli  and  the  Libyan  People's 
Bureau  in  East  Berlin  that  contained  instructions 
to  proceed  on  4  April,  and  a  con-f  i  rmat  i  on  o-f 
success  on  5  April. 26 

Within  two  days  o-f  the  bombing  President  Reagan  had  decidec 
to  authorize  a  direct  military  strike  against  Li bva. 

THE  OPERATION 

The  JCS  was  reasonably  well  prepared  -for  the  Libyan 
action.  The-y  had  cirected  U.S.  European  Command  (EUCCM)  in 
■.January  1986  to  draw  up  contingency  plans  -for  attacJ  inq 
targets  in  Libya.  By  the  time  of  the  April  bombing  i  r. 

Derli.n,  A  i.  n  Po'-ce  and  Navy  planners  had  been  working  'on 


strike  plans  -for  several  months 


Neither  service  had 


initially  -foreseen  the  need  -for  a  joint  operation.  But 
details  o-f  the  contingency  planning  had  been  leaked  to  t 
press  and  so  the  Libyar-s  were  going  to  be  di-f-ficult  to 
surprise.  The  Libyan  air  de-fense  was  improving  eve'^y  da 


sue 


—  r-  —  ^ 


ful  strike 


al  T  -five  targets  would  reqL'i"'e 


e-frarks  c--f  i  r  rarce  and  Na-vy  uni  ts.  Lol  Westbn-c- 


. . . "That  presented  us  at  Lakenheath  with  signi- 
•ficant  problems.  ..  We  didn't  do  much  with  the 
Li.S.  Navy.  Our  -focus  was  on  Central  Europe. 

Navy  and  Air  Force  pilots  began  shuttling  back 
and  -forth  between  Lakenheath  and  the  carriers  in 
the  Mediterranean,  trying  to  learn  each  other's 
ways  o-f  going  to  war.  "27 


Tr,B  operation  eventLially  snco^.pBBsec  Ai-- 
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Coral  Cea  .ri-xl,  i  i  j  the  total  numoers  o-f  naval  aircra*  ; 

at  about  153.  The  two  carrier  tasi-  crc,.cc 


rlujiAi  ^iC'V,-j:-i  taen  er,j.ps.  The  ope.-ation  would  in-.o!  le  lore 
aircra-ft  and  coinbat  ships  than  Britain  employed  during  i 
eritire  campai  gr-  in  ti-ie  Falklands.  In  the  earl/  morninG 
of  15  April  (Tripoli  time)  the  operation  code  nameC  "El 
Dorado  Carryon''  caught  Libva  sleeping.  But  it  still  cost 
Air  Force  eer-.-icemen  their  lives  when  one  of  the  Air  For 


Ill  aircra-ft  crashed  into  the  Mediterranean  Sea. 28 


C3  ANALYSIS 

The  PI  an 

The  plan  called  tor  -five  targets  to  be  struc'-: 
si  .TiLil  tanecLis  i  V .  i.ibya  would  be  split  in  half.  Air  -'^orce 
uoiTiters  would  ta ^e  the  west  side  o+  the  3u. It  Sirira  ari'i 

Navy  attack  planes  would  be  assigned  the  east  side  of  the 
Gul-f.  Air  Force  F-11.1  bombers  would  attaci  three  targets  in 
the  vicinity  at  Tripoli:  1 )  the  military  side  ot  the  Tf-:-,oli 
•ai  rt  i  el  cj ,  2)  the  A1  Aztiziyah  barracks,  and  3.»tne  Bidi  Ei  1  al 
port  tacilitv.  Navy  A-6E  attack  aircratt  would  borne  r^c 
targets  in  the  v-icinity  ot  Benghazi;  1 )  the  Benina  ai'-^ielo 
and  2)  the  Jainahar  i  yah  barracks  (see  Maps  4a  V.  4b).  The 
strike  would  be  preceded  with  an  attack  ct  the  Libyan  ai^" 
detense  system.  Navy  A-T  and  F— 18  aircratt  would  launch  HAP''''’ 
£ind  Shrike  missiles  at  Libyan  air  detense  radars.  Air  Force 
EF-111  and  Navy  EA-6B  electronic  wa.rta.re  aircratt  would  bl.nc 
surviving  Libyan  radars  and  jam  key  communications  systems. 
Navy  p - 1 4  aircratt  would  provide  air  combat  patrol  and  N'v'-' 

E— 2C  aircratt  would  assist  with  airbcrne  surveillance  and 
(:;onv''ol.  Air  Force  ai.rcr'att  would  launch  in  the  earl/ 
evening  hours  ot  14  April  (London  time)  and  tly  appro;;  i  matel '/ 
a  6400  mile  round  trip  route  down  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  threugh 
the  Straits  ct  Gibraltar  tc  the  coast  ot  Libya  and  back. 

This  distance  would  require  tour  aeriel  r'etuelings. 
tankers  would  retuiel  the  strike  aircratt,  while  l■:C-135's 
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would  re-Fuel  the  KC-lO's.  About  an  hour  after  midnight  Navy 
aircraft  would  launch  from  the  carriers  about  130  miles  off 
the  coast  of  Libya.,  Navy  search  and  rescue  aircraft  would  be 
available  to  recover  downed  crews. 

According  to  one  source  the  success  of  the  operation  can 
be  attributed  tc  "planning  and  pr  ec  i  si  or "  .  29  In.ceed  it  ls 
ditf  iCL^l  t  to  f  Lpd  things  that  were  wronq  with  ihe  cl  a"  in  tne 
limited  number  of  open  sources  that  are  available.  Jtost 
der.ails  of  such  a  recent  operation  remain  classified. 

'Aowever  ,  there  a-e  some  indicators  in  unclassi  +  ied  sources 
that  could  be  cause  for  concern. 

There  apfiarently  was  no  plan  to  provide  Drctection  tc 
tne  "higiy  vi.i  1  ner  ab  1  e "  tankers.  They  were  lets  to  ferid  or 
b  liernsel  ves .  Had  the  _ibyans  decided  to  launch  i  ntercec  tor  s 
against  the  tanker  aircraft  one  can  envision  a  di  sast.-'OL'.c 
consequence.  Eiecause  of  range  tc  the  tanler  orbital  area  the 
r-14  cap  was  not  capable  of  dealing  with  such  a  threat. 

Why  was  a  jurv  rigged  KC— 10  '.ised  as  an  airoorne  ccmmand 
and  control  platform  ^■ather  than  an  E-3  Airborne  Eanly 
Warning  and  Control  System  ( AWACS '  ~he  answer  appears  to  oe 
that  wing  level  planner's  got  overwhelmed  and  over  1  i:ioi- ed  ttcs 
ad/Lsability  of  using  the  E— 3  until  it  was  too  late  tc 
change . 

wny  was  .it  necessarv  to  divide  the  country  in  half 
giving  the  Air  Force  one  area  of  operations  and  the  Navy 
another^'  CDL  Stephen  E.  Anno  .and  LTC  William  E.  Einspahr  i  ri 
their  Air  War  College  research  report  claim  that  "...the  area 
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o-f  action  was  divided  because  o-f  i  nteroperabi  1  i  ty 
di  f-f  i  cul  ti  es.  .  .  "  .  30  They  found  that  procedures,  vernacular 
and  terminology  differ  greatly.  Col  Sam  Westbrook,  the  F--111 
Wing  Cam.mander  has  since  confirmed  that  the  USAF  in  Europe 
and  the  US  Navy  "did  not  do  much  with  each  other".  It  is  a 
qO'OD  bet  tinat  common  operating  procedures  hac  not  been  worked 
'.fuc.  It  taies  time  and  then  trair^ing  to  solve  sucn  oroDlems 
and  some  of  them  prodably  weren't  solved.  A  safe  way  no 
prevent  problems  between  Air  Force  and  Navy  aircraft 
oper-ating  together  is  to  separate  them  with  a  geograhic 
c)r:)i.;ni:iar y  or  give  them  a  specific;  a.proach  path  in  a  precision 
time  window.  Tlie  pr-oblem  with  this  solution  is  that  it  is  a 
gcc.d  cne  when  everything  goes  according  to  plan.  But  if 
sonetliing  unexpected  happens,  it  may  be  necessary  to  commit 
aircraft  from  one  service  to  assist  another.  These  actions 
suggest  that  U.5.  airpower  may  not  be  as  flexible  as  it  could 
b  e . 

The  next  problem  with  the  plan  has  more  to  do  with  the 
time  available  to  prepare  it  than  the  plan  itself.  Is  it 
surprising  that  the  plan  worked?  After  all  the  planners  had 
appro. 1 matel y  four  months  to  prepare  it  and  to  train  their 
crews.  Cne  wonder's  wtiat  might  has'e  fiappened  if  a  joint 
operation  had  been  planned  in  a  time  sensitive  scnerario"’ 

According  to  one  author,  the  plan  to  put  nine  F-111  s 
'three  flights  of  three  aircraft  each;  each  flight  separated 
h>  an  several  minutes)  over  the  same  target  (Accizivah 
barracks)  was  poor  tactics  and  may  have  led  to  the  loss  of  an 
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aircraft.  These  tactics  were  not  the  decision  of  the 
squadron  or  wing  commanders  or  their  planners.  They  had 
opted  for  no  more  than  si;-:  planes  on  this  particular  targ 
General  Charles  Donnelly  made  the  decision  to  raise  the 
number  of  planes  to  nine.  He  based  his  decision  on  the 
'Ti  it' L  c  al  Or  edicti.on  of  the  desired  probable  damage  to 
tar  yet..  7t;is  perhcH.j_.^  an  e-, ample  of  a  Service?  Compcne-- 
C.jmmai !der  iriterfering  with  -a  tactical  commanders'  area  of 
responsi b i 1 i ty . 3 1 

Search  and  rescue  plans  were  inadequate.  The  *i''”  fc 
did  not  coordinate  with  the  Navy  for  adequate  search  a-c 
rescije  coverage  over  the  c’lstanite  c;f  the  entire  ODeration 
Specific  procedu'''ea  for  contacting  and  working  with  t-'^s  o 
search  anrj  rescue  effort  ■■'ad  -lot  been  worted  out  or 
e?  ere  1  -aed  . 

All  of  these  planning  concerns  together  lead  one  t 
wonder  Lf  the  planning  and  preparation  of  the  operaticn 
really  was  the  work  of  a  joint  staff.  It  would  appear-  tn 
the  planning  was  done  bv  the  tactical  units  of  the  JSAF  a 
!JS  Navy;  the  F-111  Fighter  wing  and  the  Sii'th  '^1  eet Car  r  i 
Battle  Group  staffs.  Ths'  received  guidance  and  aesicta'-, 
from  thieir  respective  servic-e  neadquarters  in  Eurooe.  Tn 
first  truly  joint  staff  to  review  the  plans  was  pr'obablv 
EUCOH.  At  EUCOH  the  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  dual 
ha'-.ted  ser-vj  ce  components  wearing  their  "joint  hat".  In 
other  wrirds,  they  would  be  reviewing  their  own  plana  in  t 
aense  tnat  they  were  responsible  for-  tlie  action",  of 


subordinate  units  ot  their  respective  service. 

Command  and  Control 

Hard  evidence  in  open  sources  concerning  the  command  and 
control  relationships  is  also  difficult  to  obtain.  However, 
it  is  known  that  the  operation  was  under  the  command  of 
USEUCGM,  c:omrnanded  by  General  Bernard  Rogers, !JSh.  His  deputv 
was  Ger-aral  R'i.cliai'*a  Lawson  ,  USAE  ^  Other'  important  = 

included  General  Charles  Donr.el  1  y  ,  USAF ,  Commander  U.3.  Air 
rorce-a  Eur ope  >' USAFE )  and  the  EiJCOM  Air  Force  Component 
Commander;  Vice  Admiral  Frank  Kelso, U3N,  Commai'.der'  U.3.  Si  :th 
Fleet;  ’’lajor  General  David  For  gan  ,  USAF ,  the  Director  o- 
□perations  for  USAFE;  and  Colonel  Sam  Westbrook , USAF . 

Com, Pander  of  the  F-lll  Wing, 

Vice  Admiral  Kelso  was  named  the  joint  commander  for  the 
operation.  He  had  Air  Force  liaison  officers  attacr.ea  to  his 
staff  afloat  in  the  Mediterranean.  He  sent  at  least  one  Navy 
officer  to  fly  with  the  Air  Force  Airborne  command  post  in 
the  lead  KC-IO  of  the  Air  Force  formation.  MG  Forgan 
accompanied  Col  Westbrook  on  board  the  KC-10  command  post. 

The  modified  KC— 10  was  given  charge  of  the  Air  Force 
resources  while  the  USS  America  controlled  the  Navy  aircra-Ft. 
E-2C  airc^  aft  provided  early  warning  ana  air  control  'vertcrs. 
The  F-lll  aircraft  reported  by  radio  to  Navy  airborne  control 
aircraft  after  dropping  their  bombs.  After  waiting  an  Hiour 
for  the  missing  F-lll,  MG  Forgan  gave  the  order  to  the  Air 
Force  formation  to  return  to  England. 

It  would  appear  from  the  available  evidence  that  commiand 
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and  control  o-F  the  operation  was  sound.  It  was  established 
by  providing  a  rigid  and  detailed  plan.  Whether  unity  o-F 
command  was  actually  achieved  at  the  operational  level  o-^  wa.r 
during  this  operation  is  still  a  valid  question. 

Ccmmuni cat i ons 

Communications  appear  to  have  been  adequate  out  t^e-'e 
were  still  some  problems.  Durmg  the  preparation  and 
planning  phc>se  the  -fiKed  installation  secure  -Facilities  at 
the  unit  levels  quickl  y  became  overloaded.  Intel  1  ger.ce 
requirements  overloaded  the  In tratheater  Imagery  tr ansmi as i on 
nysteit  (TITS')  and  terminals  were  not  alwavs  located  where 
'■'eeded.  Courier  runs  had  to  be  establiened  to  O'Vercome  tnese 
pr ob 1 ems . 

□  nee  in  the  air,  radio  became  the  primiarv  means  o-f 
commun i cat i on .  The  operation  was  conducted  under  rauic 
listening  silence  until  the  strike  was  initiated.  Once  che 
■first  bombs  we’-e  dropped  communications  were  probably  ii  cec 
to  crriority  i-eporting  and  emergency  me-asages.  SATCCtl  olayec; 
a  big  rale  linking  the  NCi^ ,  EUCOM ,  l.JSAFE,  Admiral  Kelso,  r-IG 
Fnrgan  and  F-lll.  Wing  Headquarters  in  Lakenheath.  The  “-111 
aircra-Ft  we'-e  equipiiied  with  a  frequency  hopping  radre  system 
Cal- led  "Hsve  Quick".  the  Navy  does  not  use  that  sy  stem  and 
neither  did  the  Air  Force  tankers.  The  radios  were  installed 
in  the  taniers  prior  to  the  operation  but  were  not  available 
to  the  Navy. 32 

In  sum  the  Libvan  Raid  was  a  success.  However,  one  “iss 
to  ask  iF  the  joint  operation  would  have  been  as  successFul 
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should  there  have  been  less  time  available  to  plan, 
coordinate  and  train?  Indeed,  on  short  notice  would  it  have 
been  possible  at  all?  It  would  appear  that  the  success 
this-  raid  can  be  attributed  to  a  long  planning  lead  time  and 
the  lack  of  Libyan  interference.  Acco''‘ding  to  Anno  and 
?  j  span  n  ; 

...the  command  and  control  and  communications 
equipment  and  procedures  were  never  really  stres¬ 
sed  during  the  raid;  resistance  outside  the 
immediate  area  of  attack  was  none;<  i  stent .  33 

COMPARATIVE  ANALYSIS 

Trends :  Pr ob  1  ems  I mprovements 

A  comparison  of  the  four  chosen  eiamoles  of  joint  oc'oa.t 
operati  ons  reveals  the  same  or  similar  joint  C3  crobiecis.  t 
thie  oper at i  onal  le'.'el  during  each  operation.  'I'hese  crcO'le.T;C 
;nclude:  l)the  formation  of  ac:  hoc  staffs  and  commarcs. 

2) equipment  interoperability  between  services,  3)oocr  sratf 
planning  skills  (especi  ai  1  y  related  to  C3,  airspace  ccnc-'cl  . 
air  defense,  intelligence,  fire  support,  and  maneuver;  . 

4;  poor-  sf.aff  execution  skills  (especially  during 

cr- i  s  1  3  ■' conk  i  ngenc  V  operations'  ,  5)  a  lack  of  uni  tv  of  command. 

and  6)  ooiTipl  i  rated  command  structures. 

hk.a.-.a  ha -e  been  i  niDrovements  in  joint  C3  as  we  L  .  ,  olu:  so 
a  snail  '  s  pace.  In  fact  a  trend  over  the  eleven  years 
between  the  Mayaguez  incident  and  the  Libya  Raid  is  evident. 
Between  the  Mayaguez  and  the  Iranian  crisis  the  stratec.c 
li’-el  cuiTimuri  1  cat  1  ons  system,::;,  were  impr'oved;  ooth  data  and 
voice,  priiriarily  thr,ough  the  increased  use  of  satellite 
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systems.  The  recDgnition  that  a  joint  command  subordinate  to 
the  Uni  Tied  command  would  have  improved  C3  during  the 
Mayaguez  rescue  led  to  an  increased  awareness  and  -future  Lise 
of  the  JTF.  The  Iranian  debacle  led  to  recognition  that  a-in 
ad  hoc  JTF  had  created  problems.  But  apparently  this  "lesson 
learned"  was  lost  in  the  shuffle  of  effort  to  deal  witr  joint 
s  p  e  c  i  a  1  c  p  e  r-  a  1;  i  c  s  and  c  u  n  t  e  r  -  e  r  r  c  r  i  s  m  .  h  e  v  a,  i  ij.  e  c  f  t  n  = 
JTF  ijorr'iiia.nder  c.  on-ufiun  i  cat  i  r,  g  cia  SATC'lT'i  witn  his  su.oor  d  i  n  at  e  s 
as  well  as  h  i -a  superiors  was  also  1  ear  r.ec  during  the  Irani  jt 
iTii  5s,i.  on .  t^-5  Grenada  invasion  seems  to  nave  resurf  a.ced  ai  . 

the  sane  pi-obleina.  ’dsny  studies  and  a+ter  action  repo-'ts 
h  g  n  1  i  g  i  -  i;  a  d  t  n  e  p  i--  p  1  o  m  b  ,  b  l;  t  there  appeared  t  c  c  e  i  i  1 1 1  -s  t 
.1  o  e  a  I  i  n  d  e e  n  d  e  n  t  s  c  1 1  o  r  by  D  C  D  t  c  provide  -f  i ; ,  =  .  ~^,cs 

L.i.byan  raid  saw  some  i  Tiprovements.  Awareness  cf  tme  crpclers 
i  ed  tc  better'  staiff  cpordination  and  some  "wor:-:  arour-,d' 

■sol  u  t  i  ons. 

Congressi  anal  legislation  has  -spurred  BCD  action.  “ne 
1985  Staff  Report  to  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committtes 
i  den  b  1  f  1  ec  man/  of  the  problem  areas  and  ■recommended 
corrective  actions.  This  studv  led  to  tne  1®9S 
3cl  dwater  '"Ji  chr.i  3  Act  whicn  enacted  legislation  to  impr^.g 
n  a 1  n  1  se.jriby  by  increating  emphasis  cr.  joint  isauei  : : 
producing  post -five  change  in  the  joint  commuritv.  The  ocwer 
of  the  unified  commander  has  been  enhanced  by  giving  him 
i  ac-reased  ^nput  to  the  budget  process.  A  move  to  cetter 
pretare  JTF  staffs  to  conduct  operational  level  warfighti'‘g 
'-.■■i  also  teen  made.  JTF  oommuni  cati  on  support  packages  “-a-.e 
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been  developed  ana  pr  e-posi  1 1  oned .  Some  uni-fied  commanas 

have  created  standing  JTF  sta-f-fs  such  as  JTF  Bravo  in 
SOUTHCOM ,  and  JTF  120  in  LANTCOM.  Others,  such  as  Central 
OoiiiiTiario  <CE>4TC0;'T;  ,  ha-e  i  dent  i  Tied  members  o-f  the  Lnitiec 
sta-F-f  to  "stand  i.ic "  as  separate  headquarters  in  the  event  it 
oecoipes  neiressary  :q  act.ivar.e  and  deploy  a  JTF  t  c:  tnei  '  A^'ea 
■  ' T  F SO  ' CP  1  s  1  u  !  '  I  f  y  1 1 C F  ^  ,  On 0  Can  al  so  ;,iee  the  o ec:  i  n n  i  r  c: 
e+Tonrs  1;,  a  ,1  o  s  L  1  t  ut  ..  Cl '  1  '  c  e  joi  C'+'-icer  equoaci  or  . 

~i.  pallv,  the  jo.nt  doccrir>e  writer  s  are  hare  iit  wo:~k. 

REVIEW  OF  EMERGING  JTF  DOCTRINE 

The  joint  war -f  1  gh.  1 1  nc  doctrine  that  a  JTF  o  omma.nqe^' 
scat-  require  to  conduct  joip.t  ..omoat  ope- 5 1  j  'S  does  r  ■;  v  ,e- 
e'  1st.  JLS  FIJB  T-'l' ,  r  ck:  t e  F q.-  o  1  n  t  Goer  at  1  or  s  ,  1  a  ' 

DraTt,  dated  December  1  9BS  .  JC3  TEST  5-'i'0.Z.  J  o  1  n  t.  T  a  s  - 

-or ce  ''  JTF )  F  1  a r, nine  '3u, i darice  and  Fr-oceduves  ■  da  tea  12  Jl"‘s 
1F33,  JCS  F'iJB  6-0  'Working  Dratt)  Doctr  i  ne  Fc>-  C3  S  v  =  o  e  r  s 
Supppr- 1  Q-f  Joint  Ciper  3 1 1  OPS  ,  dateq  l  August  1938  are  initial 
documents  that  are  ph 1 1 osopni cal  and  general  in  nature. 

~he5e  documents  detine  term  i  rioi  og-  ,  estaolish  qolicv,  asaiqr 
respori  31  bi  ;  1  t  i  es  ,  a.rd  deacrioe  C3  or  pan  i  z  a  1 1  ons  and 
Functions.  I oi  bri.iaa  ter-m--  they  deter  ibe  what  to  do  anc  wn- 
I- i 1  d  ■  i'.j  i  t.  Tney  c'o  nut  p.''Ovi.ie  the  detailed  sod  oceoi-  .  - 
techniques,  procedu.res  and  mechanisms  necessary  tor  the  .'n- 
stafT  to  deter  iTiine  how  to  execute  joint  combat  operations, 
kior  do  titey  pr'ovioe  speci  tie  guidance  -for  stattinq  or 
equipping  a  J^F.  ~he  Joiit  Tasl  Force  Planning  Guidance  and 
Fr'ocedu.r  ea  inamjal  is  ''eal  j  v  more  a  1  i  st  ot  questions  tpe'  haoe 


I 


issues)  that  a  JTF  commander  and  his  staff  should  consider. 


Hovgever,  no  answers  to  these  questions  are  provided.  This 
boils  down  to  having  officially  recognised  joint  C3  problems 
VMitncijt  p'-pv  1  d  i  ng  the  necessary  solutions.  The  joint 
coinmun  i  cat  i  cns  doctrine  is  available  far  the  JTF  in 
prjceaural  fiia.ii.  “^he  fi.jlliiwing  documents  contain  tne 
detailed  ccmi  iiun  c  at  i  qi  ss  and  el  er  tron  i  cs  tecbii  i  qi.ies  S'ld 
p-c-r  edu  'es  i-ei-essary  to  deploy  and  sustain  a  JTF;  JCS  t  Jc  - 
OF.!,  Join':  Co.nmun  i  ca  t  i  ons  System  Architecture  ano  iTa'age/as- 
F'racedtr  es^  JCFuIs;  Joint  Cominun  i  cat  i  ons  Support  Element 
(JCSE'  Arrin  !,  t  er:  ture;  Anne;-;  of  the  appr'opriate  OF’LAt-,  t 's 

,;r,irt  Conner:t  1  V  1  t  y  Sandboot  and  JTC  3A  Handboof  SC-ij'.".  .JTF  J 
t  '£■  will  I'lave  pul  1  al  i  of  this  doctrine  tocethe"”  .  "i  Ai-ns  . 

t.  of  the  JTF  OF'!. AN  to  operate  effectively. 

Joint  tactical  communications  doctrine  is  not  vet 
written.  A  completion  date  for  the  JCS  Fub  3.5ft  series  o- 
iTianuals  'Tactical  C3  F'rocedures  for  Joint  Operations)  do-^s 
not  -aocear  in  the  Joint  Doctrine  Master  Plan.  Since  the 
writ-ing  of  In  is  senes  is  taring  a  low  priority,  time  tc 
compleclon  can  probably  be  measur'ed  i.  n  years  rather  tnan 
I  ' ■!  hs  . 

In  s.  iiDr'a.i  y  ,  ti'e  cr  eation  of  JTF  C3  docti'ii'.e  n-sa  t.sc;.-n. 
The  reappearing  C3  problems  that  were  identified  in  this 
paper's  combat  examples  have  been  recognized;  including  the 
lacl:  of  appropriate  doctrine.  The  initial  theoretical 
under p  1  nn ng  i-cas  been  publisned.  Most  of  the  “how  to" 
(irocedrirai  material  is  not  yet  available. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


An  absence  or  operational  level  thinking  in  all  four  of 
the  selected  combat  e^iamoles  can  be  identifiec.  The  NCA 
clear  ly  de-?ir:ad  5>trategic  aims  in  all  four  operations.  Good 
linkage  between  the  strategic  and  operational  levels  0+  wan 
■-Stab.  T:>e'e  did  not  appear  to  be  o^icn  ccr-t^sion 


states.  howeven,  the  same  ca  net 


be  sa .  d  f  tr'  l.ia.age  o-f  tee  joenati  c>nal  ^rd  tactiCal  la.  els  c- 
wa.r .  “oon  planning  ana  e  eC‘'tiQr.  ai  1  ’  1  =  at  the  ope-ational 
Is'^'.al  'i£\-'e  been  sal  .agec,  by  skilled  tactical  commar.  ce-*  s  arc 
staffs  and  we"  1  tr  ai  le'i  indi  .-idual  solcisrs,  ai-'oen.  saiit  'S. 
an.;  i-arine^?.  ^h.a  JCG  celiba-'ate  anp  c-'isis  actio'-,  rla-“i-c 
s-stsms  do  not  i.itistitats  *or  joint  olanning  O'-  ocs's-ic-yi 
.'■■d  i;acti._an  Is'-el  wan  - 1  gn  ter  s .  ^ne  .JGS  dlam-.g  s.'S"-s-.3 


'j.pGCif  /  ^j''d  •!;;  wiriiP*.,'*.  1  z -1*  -  Btrftzsgic  =  1  r  ,  r>~i 

..assi-gn  a.  vail  able  forces,  arc  .lalloc-ate  and  mana-ge 
transpor'tati  on  assets  to  get  forces  into  the  theater  of 
Oder  ati  OiiS.  Cp  an  .at  3  or  al  levsl  commandens  and  thei.'  staffs 
lini  tact-c-a.’  means  'tactical  v  1  ctc-n  1  es)  to  st-'atecic  sn,c  = 
ho  o  1  i  1 1  c  ■?  1  '0  c  a  is)  o  ■/  p  r  o  V  1  d  1  n  g  the  c  p  e  n  a  1 1  o  r  a  1  w  a s  '  r  1  1  a  .t 
j'Oi’it  .-jar  f  i  gh  t  1 'ig  p^ans  and  e;  ecutiOn  of  those  pla“.3  .  Tn 


Z'  r  ”i  F ' ' 

J  0  ;  _■  d  ' 

•  ge^;ting 

1 0 

rnpt  e-n 

0  L>  g  h  .  G  c  m.  e  p  c  ,  h  s 

to  t ; 

le  together- 

all  the 

var i ous 
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act  1  cal 

un its  with  a  vni *  1 ec 

p  ]  an 

for  combat 

acti one. 

This 

pi 

an  must 

have  a 

3 1  r;&  1  e/L;ri  1  :  ec  objective,  provide  required  admi  n  1  str  at :  v  e  ano 
I  ngisti  tal  sijfjport  ano  be  evecute'd  bv  a  si  ng  1  e -  un  1  f  1  ed 
cQ.'irnaitdt'n  and  his  staff. 


The  lack  of  effective  joint  warfighting  doctrine 

observed  during  the  first  three  combat  examples  cited  caused 

Congress  to  direct  the  JCS  to  develop  and  publish  new 

doctrine.  The  C3  doctrine  required  for  the  JTF  to  conduct 

joint  warfighting  does  not  yet  ei;ist.  It  will  be  at  least 

several  years  in  development;  mayoe  longer 

Over  a  period  of  eleven  years  the  same  joint  CT  o,  cbieti 

.■•ept  ret'.ppear  i  ng .  vJhy  haven't  they  been  fi:-.ed'^  Accorcirc  : 

a  1 98C  Staff  Repor-t  to  tl'e  Armed  Services  Committee: 

...there  are  two  basic  causes  of  the  problem  of 
insufficient  unification  within  the  unified 
commands;  (1)  the  refusal  of  the  Services  to 
accept  substantial  unification  within  the  unified 
commands,  and  (2)  absence  of  agreement  on 
appropriate  command  rel ati onshi ps ,  expecially 
concerning  the  principle  of  unity  of  command. 34 

Corrective  actions  are  also  bogged  down  by;  a  battj.e 

resourcas,  service  parochi  al  1 5m,35  and  what  ..'^3  Cushman  ca.l 

the  "Wall  of  the  Comiponent  “ .  36  The  Departrrient  of  Defense. 

the  TCS,  and  the  Services  are  just  not  capaole  o-P  changing 

the  status  quo  to  produce  truly  joint  war  i  ght  i  no 

or g an  1 2 at  1 ons .  Otherwise  they  would  already  have  acne  so. 

Cor.gre-SB  will  have  to  cantiriue  to  legislate  change. 

today's  JTF  commander  is  somewhat  better  aPle  to  cc-.T-ma n 

and  control  h  i  r  force  than  those  IJ.3.  covimander-s  wivo  e  ec.die 

bhe  four  joint  military  operations  descr'ibed  in  this  pacer. 

However,  his  C3  capabilities  are  still  inadequate. 

Inadequate  jrn,it  33  at  the  riperat  i  onal  level  of  war'  will 

continue  to  oe  Pleasured  in  lives  and  "treasure."  eve  v  wnen 

I.  lie  fcrc:;e  "tLir'ctions  more  eV  f  act  i  v-al  y  and  more  quid  Iv  than 
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the  enemy.  " 

IMPLICATIONS 

Until  standing  JTF  headquarters  are  staffed,  trained, 
and  equipped  to  handle  crisis,  contingency  and  deliberate 
actions,  we  are  bound  to  see  similar  proclems  in  the  future. 
None  o-  the  current  JT^  sta.-fs  are  crcaniced  the  same.  “'le, 
'i-'rz  'cr  tr.^r  rest  cart  focu-r^i^d  on  alegar  ic  or  ceogr-o  *c 
specific  uont  i  ■  ■gaiic  -  es  that  orginate  frotn  planni'^g 
a  ■isi'ifpt  ;  ;i  is  thui  m-iy  ''.'r  may  not  te  valid.  Most  ar--  little 
.more  than  an  ad  hoc  staff.  ‘i'hese  staffs  .may  in  fact  be 
s-uf  ‘..cierv  L !-  a  scer-.ar  1 'C  'ii  on  as  t'ne  '-ecent  Persian  Gul 
ta.r;ker  Escort  CpsratiOr,  wiiere  tht.-  J'’t  nad  weei-s  anc  rr  'tacc 
.rioi-tt\s  to  war:.:  cut.  03  yrocedures  before  oeing  out  to  a  cotcat 
test.  They  may  be  5uf‘'icient  in  Central  America  vjnere  i-- e 
I  P  st a  *  T  c oui  *  d  '  ^  V e  1  1 1  er  a  1  ^  v  y  ecii*  s  t..  o  wor  .■  ouit  o  r  „  —  ed . ■  r  e  ^ , 
However,  these  nast-ly  organised,  narrowly  focu.sec  staffs 
will  not  always  Oe  adequate.  The  evidence  orovided  from  the 
e.iperiences  of  the  Iranian  Rescue  Attempt  and  the  Liiavan  Paid 
indicate  tlc:-t  ad  hoc,  narrQv.<l  v  focusec  staffs  lead  to  oarti  al 
soiuti.on=  even  when  th'ierc.  is  an  abundance  cf  planning  t  .  me . 
Aiid  wnat  about  ’.iiiie  sensitive,  .f^isis  icenarios?  The 
ev.iJen.  u  y.r  e-::>ented  i  r,  the  Mavacues  Incident  and  the  b-enc-ra 
Invasion  suiggest  the  same  conclusion  can  be  made  when 
planning  time  is  short. 

Ther  e  are  of  cDurs;e  the  nay-sayers.  They  will  pcint  c^  t 
th,at  a  standing  JTE  staff  was  tried  earlier  as  a  pare  of  tie 
'-.a.  Readiness  Command.  It  was  never  used;  supposedly 


because  none  o-f  the  Uni-fied  commanders  wanted  a  JTF  coming 
into  their  area  to  command  and  control  "their"  operation. 
They  will  point  out  that  it  is  not  possible  to  create  a 
standinc,  JTF  tor  every  conceivable  crisis  or  contingency- 
Finally,  they  will  acd  that  no  one  really  has  the  e::perignce 


to  know  how  best  to 

sta-ff  and 

0qu 

ip  a 
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0 
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Command  po-st ,  field 

trai ni ng 
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como;. 

1 1 S 1 Ci  1  V  0  TT  e ; . 

ere  1 

ses 

■s  1  r.  i  1  ar  t  o  c  h.  e  U .  S . 

A  n  1  v  rii  S  s  r.  1 1  tr 

Com  IT 

,and 

F'  C-  Q 

ram- 

w o  u  1  c  p  r"  c  V  .  d  e  t  h  e  ’ 

ab or a tor , 

to  s 

tudv 

joint  ooerati 

O  O  A  1 

warfightirig  at  the 

Opel- at  i  cna 

*•  1  ^ 

val  c 

^Ar  .  1  s 

1  a  b  c 

r  a  t  o  r 

would  than  provide  the  e',  per  i  er.ce  From  wnicn  doctrine  coulc 
be  e  V  a  1  u a t e d  ,  s t a t  + 1  n g  do c u m e n  t  s  ■  i e e  1  i * p e ci  a n d  J T F  c o m m a 'J e •- s 
and  statts  trained.  As  a  unified  military  Force,  the  '.j.S. 
uniformed  services  are  not  ready  for  the  "audit  of  war  '37. 

The  same  joint  C3  problems  observed  in  this  paper  will  ce 
experienced  at  the  operational  level  of  war  du.rinc  the  ne  ■  : 
joint  warfighting  operation  that  the  U.S.  militarv  ccnduc ts. 
SUMMARY 

''“his  paper  began  with  a  tew  oaoic  de  '  i  n  i  r  i  on  c  t:;  la-  ihn 
groundwork  tor  the  discussion  of  joint  C3  that  followed.  I " 
continued  with  a  comparative  analysis  of  C3  at  the 
operational  level  of  wsir  using  four  joint  combat  opera  tiers 
ccnductad  by  U.S.  iTiilitary  fot-ces  since  the  era  of  ’v'letnam. 
Evidence  was  presented  from  periodicals,  bocks,  these-s. 
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government  reports  and  JCS  manuals.  Classified  after  action 
reports  were  studied  and  unclassified  portions  of  these 
repor'ts  were  also  used.  Finally,  a  review  of  applicable 
eraergi-ig  JTF  C3  doctirne  was  condicat  ec! .  The  paper  loo^-ec  at 
what  C3  capabilities  the  JTF  commander  has  today  and  i  he  is 
tetter  ad’e  to  commard  and  contrc'l  hi  a  -^orce  than  tne 
tuir'ina'C  =  in  the  s--ampJes.  It  ..dentifiec  conr  nij  :  sc  CT 
P'ooleits  .and  loo'ieo  at  ■*ihy  cl'iose  problems  consistenil 
r  eappea -ed .  Fi;-ially,  i:  addressee;  the  -ad  e  quae,  o^^  the  J~F 

comn-ander  s  C3  capab i  1  i  1 1  es  today.  The  p-aper  concludes  t'^at: 

■  ■■'  an  absence  c.f  oper-ational  level  tnmi-ing  e;  i  st  ed  in  a,; 
fou'-  of  ide  joi"..;  operations  ar-yi.  neeJ  ;  2'i  the  Jl3  del  i  z -e  ■- ;-.t  e 

and  .::r?i.sis  -ac ti  zn  plan.-,  .ng  svs'iems  -are  no  su.o  st  i  ^  .;te  f  ' 
joint  planning  by  oper  at  i  orial  and  tactic-al  level  w-a'-f  i  g^ter  3  ; 
3>  the  required  j.O'.nt  w-ar f  1  ght  1  r.c  cootrine  hat  r-ot  Pes-- 

written;  4)  over  the  eleven  'year  period  encompassed  b-  the 
four  joint  oper-ations  cited,  the  same  j.oint  3-3  pr.oblems  kept 
■^eappear  i -ng  ■,  5')  the  reappearing  problems  were  not  fixed 

because  of  the  services  re-f  .sal  to  accept  a.jbstanti  a  1 
i..'.n.  1  f  1  c  .a  t  i  on  below  the  U<-i  1  f  i  ed /Spec  1  f  1  ed  command  level  anc  the 
absence  of  aggreemeiht  over  cemmand  relationships;  espec  1  a !,  1 
c  ..  icerr- i.  .'ig  unity  of  command:  -h  '  tc-d-?.'.'  s  -JTS  cc-Tir;? -i.ze--  ~  o 

somewhat  better  joint  C3  capab 7, 1 1 1 1  es  than  the  com.mander s  who 
conducted  the  four"  examples;  and  7^  today's  JTF  commanders 
joint  C-3  c -apab  1  1  1 1 1  es  are  still  inadequate.  The  paper 
I.  mp  I.  1  es  that  the  creation  -of  one  or  two  e;:  per  1  rrien  t  a  1  JTc  •  ^ 
woi.j  1  d  provide  the  1  abor'atory-  to  learn  about  joint  operations. 
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doctrine,  and  staffing  requirements. 

Today's  Joint  Task  Force  Commander  has  somewhat  better 
C3  capabilities  than  those  commanders  who  conducted  the 
Mayagaec  Rescue,  the  Iranian  Rescue  attempt,  the  invasion  o 
Grenada,  and  the  Libyan  Raid.  He  is  the  single  uniformed 
ril  itary  service  commander  :ncst  li^el^  to  be  concerned 
pr'osecu  t  i  ng  joi.nt  miiitai-'-  openaticns  during  the  Pecace  c- 
the  nineties.  His  ability  to  successfully  command  and 
control  assigned  forces  will  certainly  be  a  kev  factor  in 
determining  the  outcome  o-f  any  such  future  operations. 
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MAP  1 

THE  MAYAGUEZ  RESCUE  MISSIDN3S 


41 


TURKEY 
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MAP  3 

THE  GRENADA  INVASI0N40 
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MAP  4a 

THE  LIBYAN  RAID41 
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